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UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS

 FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT 

YUNIO RENE ULLOA CORREA,

               Petitioner,

   v.

MICHAEL B. MUKASEY, Attorney

General,

               Respondent.

No. 06-74472

Agency No. A96-339-622

MEMORANDUM  
*

On Petition for Review of an Order of the

Board of Immigration Appeals

Submitted March 18, 2008 **  

Before: CANBY, T.G. NELSON, and BEA, Circuit Judges.  

Yunio Rene Ulloa Correa, a native and citizen of Mexico, petitions for

review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) order dismissing his appeal

from an immigration judge’s decision denying his application for cancellation of
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removal.  Our jurisdiction is governed by 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  We review de novo

claims of constitutional violations in immigration proceedings.  See Ram v. INS,

243 F.3d 510, 516 (9th Cir. 2001).  We dismiss in part and deny in part the petition

for review.

We lack jurisdiction to review Ulloa Correa’s contention that he met the

continuous physical presence requirement because he not only failed to raise that

issue before the BIA, but in fact conceded in his appeal brief that he lacked the

requisite physical presence.  See Barron v. Ashcroft, 358 F.3d 674, 678 (9th Cir.

2004) (explaining that this court lacks jurisdiction to review contentions not raised

before the agency). 

We reject Ulloa Correa’s contention that the 10-year physical presence

requirement violates his due process rights.  See Padilla-Padilla v. Gonzales, 463

F.3d 972, 979-80 (9th Cir. 2006) (holding that the 10-year physical presence

requirement and the stop-time rule satisfy due process).

We are not persuaded that Ulloa Correa’s removal results in the deprivation

of his children’s due process rights.  See Mamanee v. INS, 566 F.2d 1103, 1106

(9th Cir. 1977) (holding that deportation of parents does not result in

unconstitutional deportation of child).

PETITION FOR REVIEW DISMISSED in part; DENIED in part.


